Introduction
Comment 2: There is no title for the introduction.
Research Design and Methods Comment 3: This section opens with a sub-title of 'Study Population' and a later subtitle of 'Statistical Methods' -however the authors discuss the outcome measures within the same subtitle of study population. Please can the authors include a separate subtitle for outcomes. Comment 4: On page 6, paragraph 2, on the second the last line the full stop and reference are in the wrong place "..and severe psychological distress .
[21]" should be "…(30-50) [21] ." Comment 5: In the section on Statistical Methods, there is no reference given for Fisher's exact CIs.
Results
Comment 6: Page 9, paragraph 2, lines 2-3. "High psychological distress (K0>22) was greater among participants with versus without diabetes (11.8% versus 7.2%, Table 2 )" -The results in Table 2 report different findings, please see comment 1.
Conclusions: Comment 7: Page 11, paragraph 3, lines 3-4. "Depression and physical functioning have been shown to interact with each other in a dynamic way in people with Type 2 diabetes.
[27]" -Please elaborate on this sentence and put full-stop and reference in appropriate places. Comment 8: Page 12, paragraph 3, line 6, references [32, 33] on wrong side of full-stop. Comment 9: While the authors discuss in the limitations about the inability to infer causality, they excuse this under the assumption that distress would not cause diabetes. However, I think the paper would benefit from the consideration about causal attribution in terms of diabetes and PFLs and whether any PFL is linked specifically to diabetes, particularly since the conclusion discusses the impact of the findings on diabetes guidelines for diabetes complications with contribute to PFL. Overall an excellent paper! We acknowledge that an instrument specifically designed to measure diabetes related distress could not be used. However, as mentioned on page 6, a validated measure (K10) of nonspecific symptoms of psychological distress such as feeling "hopeless" or "depressed" was used. We have stated in the discussion (pg 12): "the use of a cross-sectional design meant that neither the causality nor the directions of association could be determined". The proportions of missing data for covariates included in the regression models are very small (<10%) and are not expected to have a major influence on the results.
- The prevalence of high distress reported in-text (11.8% versus 7.2%) refers to the binary category of K10>22, which combines the "severe" and "high" distress categories in Table 2 . For clarity, we have made the following modifications.
-Pg 7, Methods: "In regression models, high psychological distress was defined as a binary variable (K10 score 22-50)." -Pg 9, Results: "High psychological distress (K10 22-50, combining "severe" and "high" distress categories) was greater among participants with versus without diabetes (11.8% versus 7.2%, Table 2 )."
Introduction Comment 2: There is no title for the introduction.
We have now added the title "Introduction".
Research Design and Methods Comment 3: This section opens with a sub-title of 'Study Population' and a later subtitle of 'Statistical Methods' -however the authors discuss the outcome measures within the same subtitle of study population. Please can the authors include a separate subtitle for outcomes.
We have now added a sub-heading "Study Measures" to cover measurement of outcomes, exposures and covariates. 
